Cultural Diversity and the Perversion of Tolerance Andrew Calabrese and Silvo Lenart
The mainstream media's amplification of the &dquo;PC&dquo; controversy has offered a moralistic way out for anyone who doesn't like being asked to reflect on systemic harm done to a wide range of groups the political right treats as economic burdens, malcontents and wound-lickers. As they have done in the past, the national media have seized an idea and distorted it through trivialization and exaggeration. The term &dquo;politically correct&dquo; should be buried, as it has been emptied of meaning through over-use and distortion. The purpose of this essay is to show how this popular subject perverts the idea of tolerance and to highlight the national media's changing role in defining tolerance for the American public. We do not assume the &dquo;public&dquo; is necessarily taken in by the prevailing presentations, but we do view the lack of equally visible intelligent criticism of the distortions presented by the media as a sign of right-wing dominance over public discourse. Rather than mimic one man's cynical flattery of the American people when he regularly asserts they are too smart to be taken in, we make a different assumption below, namely, that &dquo;the American people&dquo; are not the ones who possess the means by which the subject of this essay and many other contemporary political issues are framed.
Newsweek's depiction of a recent menace to society warns of the new fascists and McCarthyists, the &dquo;tenured radicals&dquo; on college campuses whose authoritarian impulses come into full flower as they arrogantly badger undergraduates for not toeing the PC party line through incorrect expression (Adler 1990) . Deployed by the same mentality responsible for Accuracy in Academia, PC has become a buzzword in a campaign ostensibly waged against intolerance and authoritarianism in the university. This roundabout propagation of the right's cultural agenda which the PC &dquo;debate&dquo; entails allows the media to cast itself on the side of the angels without seeming to take too strong a one-sided stand. In classic doublespeak, contemporary efforts by professors to talk about chauvinism, 34 discrimination, and imperialism are branded categorically by the media as exercises in intolerance. The subject of national magazines, best-selling books, and television talk shows, the issue is now squarely in the public sphere. A (Thomas 1991, 70 (Siegel 1991, 40 (Adler 1990; Fennell 1991 ; Thomas 1991) . Despite its un-balanced coverage of the PC controversy, the popular media unquestionably votes in favor of applying pressure on universities which goes beyond requiring them to comply with the Bill of Rights. According to Newsweek's cover story, &dquo;What is distressing is that at the university, of all places, tolerance has to be imposed rather than taught, and that 'progress' so often is just the replacement of one repressive orthodoxy by another&dquo; (Adler 1990 (Hentoff 1980,310-15) .
As the ACLU incident during the Bush-Dukakis debate illustrates, Liberal and Left are in essence the same for right-wing ideologues, who generously apply the color red to any political challenge. This tendency is further entrenched by (regrettably) opinion-leading publications such as Newsweek, which offers its own curdled depiction of the new red stain of PC in academe-as if there were such a monolithic dogma-as &dquo;a totalitarian philosophy&dquo; (Adler 1990, 51 (Adler 1990, 53 (Adler 1990, 53 Omitted from this essay are the many other areas of life penetrated by the talk of political correctness, including a wide range of issues from social ecology, parenting, and domestic work. They are all areas in which social pressure, not legal means, are applied to achieve and support social justice. To the extent that such expression is deemed excessive and needlessly orthodox by a community's standards, it warrants the pejorative label &dquo;politically correct.&dquo; But that is not the same as seeking any means possible to silence expression simply because it antagonizes complacent but prevailing thought. In an era of radical surgery on legal provisions for social justice, it is more important than ever to find extra-legal (not necessarily illegal) means of promoting social responsibility. The right seeks not only to eliminate the bureaucratic excesses of the welfare state, it also attacks the personal and group commitments to the noble purposes for which the welfare state was created. Hopefully, the buzzword of &dquo;political correctness&dquo; will disappear soon. More urgent than this is the need to say goodbye to the idea purveyed by the right that politics are best kept in the hands of professionals and that culture should not be invigorated by political scrutiny. Pluralism and equality are threatened not only because of mindless dogmatism, but more generally because these ideals demand reflection, creativity and innovation in realms where tradition, formula, and loyal obedience are rewarded. Whether there are little Napoleons in the academy who would like to bend everyone to their will is irrelevant. Not only do they not have the power, but we can only assume, as the liberal theory which defends tolerance suggests, that truth will out and fraudulence will be exposed. In the meantime, if the idea of tolerance is to remain useful, it should be applied in the name of equality, not for the hidden reason of preserving inequality.
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